
THEFT OF ALCOHOL IN THE RESTAURANT 

AND BAR INDUSTRY 

by 

ROBERT J. QUINTERO, B.S. 

A THESIS 

IN 

RESTAURANT, HOTEL. AND INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas T«;h University in 

Partial Fulfiliment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

MASTER OF SCIENCE 

Approved 

Dean of the Graduate School 

August. 2001 



^oo / ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I dedicate this thesis to my friends and family... only through their constant 

guidance, support, and love could I find the courage to complete this manuscript. I 

especially want to thank Dr. Alfonso Sanchez, my major professor, for all his hard work. 

Without his guidance I would have been totally lost. I also would also like to thank 

Deborah Bumpas, my mom, for all her words of encouragement. Without her support 

none of this would have been possible. Finally, but most importantly, I want to thank 

Tammi Quintero, my wife, for being my inspiration. Without her unconditional love, 1 

would have totally lost my sanity. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ii 

LIST OF TABLES vii 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

The Hospitality Industry 1 

Statement of Problem 2 

Purpose of the Study 3 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 4 

Definition of Theft 4 

Why Employees Steal 4 
Resentment 5 
Larceny and Greed 5 
Financial Need 5 

Characteristics of Employee Theft 6 

Ghiselli and Ismail 6 
Theft of Property 7 
Theft by Gender 7 
Theft by Age 7 
Theft by Opportunity 8 

Employee Alcohol Beverage Theft 9 

Observing Theft 9 

Employee Job Satisfaction 11 

Determining Employee Job Satisfaction 13 
Mangione and Quinn Survey 13 
Quality of Employment Survey 14 

111 



Job Satisfaction Survey 15 

Survey Comparison 16 

Types of Liquor Pouring Systems 16 

Types of Beer Pouring Systems 18 

Exploratory Study 19 
Study Surveys 19 
Study Sampling 19 
Study Results 20 
Theft by Type of Establishment 21 
Theft by Gender 21 
Theft by Control System 23 

III. METHODOLOGY 24 

Foundation for Research 24 

Hypotheses Analysis 24 

IV. 

Study Surveys 
Consent Form 
Managerial Survey 
Employee Survey #1 
Job Satisfaction Survey 

Sampling 
Privacy 
Convenience 
Honesty 

Tools for Analysis 

RESULTS 

Sample Size and Demographics 

Component Analysis 
Eigenvalue-One Criterion 
Proportion of Variance Accounted for Criterion 
Scree Test 

25 
25 
26 
27 
31 

32 
33 
33 
34 

35 

36 

36 

36 
37 
38 
39 

IV 



Interpretability Criterion 40 
Significant Loading 40 

Analysis of Three New Components in Employee Survey #1 42 
First Component 42 
Second Component 43 
Third Component 44 
Composition of Three Components 44 

Variable Scale Reliability 45 
Estimates of the Three Components 46 

Hypothesis Testing 47 
Testing Hypothesis 1 48 
Testing Hypothesis 2 49 
Testing Hypothesis 3 50 

Extra Analysis 51 
Theft by Gender 52 
Allowing Employees to Drink After Hours 54 
Allowed to Give Away Free Alcoholic Beverages 55 
Computerized Register System 56 

V. DISCUSSION 58 

Results Discussion 58 
Giving Free Beer and Alcohol 58 
Job Satisfaction 59 
Theft by Gender 60 
Computerized Register System 60 

Study Limitations 61 
Survey Questions 61 
Sample Size and Geographical Area 62 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 64 

APPENDIX 

A. PERSUASION SCRIPTS 67 

B. PREVENTING THEFT 74 



C. KEY TERMS 78 

VI 



LIST OF TABLES 

2.1 JSS Sub-scale 15 

2.2 Exploratory Study: Frequency data for Deviant Behaviors by Gender 22 

4.1 Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix 3 8 

4.2. Rotated Factor Matrix 40 

4.3. Rotated Factor Pattern and Final Communality Estimates from 42 
Principal Component Analysis 

4.4. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha: #1 45 

4.5. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha: #2 46 

4.6. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha: #3 46 

4.7. Mean, Standard Deviation, Inter-correlation, and 47 
Coefficient Alpha Reliability Estimates for the Three Components 

4.8. Theft by Gender 52 

4.9. Allowed to Consume Alcoholic Beverages After Hours 54 

4.10. Allowed To Give Away Free Alcoholic Beverages 56 

4.11 Theft by Computerized Register System 57 

vn 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This thesis is based on the, oftentimes for many, overwhelming desire for 

alcoholic beverages. For 10,000 years man has indulged in the substance. And dating 

back to the Roman Empire entrepreneurs have made profits selling alcohol. For 

America the alcohol beverage industry started in the 1650s. In Massachusetts, during 

that period, any town that did not have a tavern was fined. Often the tavern was built 

near the town church so that churchgoers could warm up quickly after Sunday services in 

unheated meeting-houses. A new town sometimes built its tavern before its church 

(Katsigris & Porter, 1983). It is this desire for alcohol that has made the 

restaurant/bar/tavem business the industrial giant it is today. For some it is the mere 

satisfaction they gain from alcohol consumption: 

It sloweth age; it strengtheneth youth; it helpeth digestion; it cutteth flegme; it 
abandoneth melancholic; it relisheth the heart; it lighteneth the mind; it 
quickeneth the spirits; it strengtheneth the hydropsie; it healeth the strangurie; it 
pounceth the stone; it expelleth the gravel; it puffeth away ventositie; it keepeth 
and preserveth the head from whirling; the eyes from dazing, the tong from 
lisping, the mouth from snaffling; the teeth from chattering; and the throat from 
rattling; it keepeth the hands from shivering, the sinews from shrinking, the veins 
from cmmbling, the bones from aching, and the marrow from soaking. (Furnas, 
1965; page 10) 

The Hospitality Industry 

The restaurant industry is one of the largest employers in the United States, 

second only to the Government. The National Restaurant Association reports that 113 

million are employed in this industry, attributing to $399 billion annually in sales (NRA, 



2001). The margin of profit in the restaurant business is relativeh small and can be 

further reduced by incidents of employee theft (National Restaurant Association 1995, 

1996). Thirty-five percent of restaurants fail due to employee theft (Sheridan, 1997). 

Theft to the industry is resulting in an annual loss as high as $20 billion. The National 

Restaurant Association estimates that four cents out of every foodservice dollar are 

consumed by in-house theft (Sheridan, 1997). Researchers found that anywhere from 

40% to 62% of all employees have stolen from their work place at one time or another 

(Slora, 1989; Ghiselli & Ismail, 1995, 1998; Hollinger & Clark 1983). This research 

includes, but is not limited to, alcohol beverage theft. 

Statement of the Problem 

Theft is a constant concem in the restaurant and bar industry. Much of this 

concern stems from the fact that many establishments have failed, and will continue to 

fail, due to the occurrence of theft. 

Some research has been done to analyze employee theft in the workplace: Ghiselli 

and Ismail (1995, 1998), Hollinger, Slora, and Terris (1992) have contributed to this 

research. These studies help correlate theft as it is related to employee's age, length of 

tenure, and perceptions of job fairness. The data gathered from these researchers is very 

useful when looking at employee theft as a whole. However, limited research has been 

done to specifically explore employee alcohol beverage theft. This area of research must 

be studied. It is important for the continued growth of the hospitality industry to conduct 

research in the area of alcohol beverage theft. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine alcohol theft incidents by bartenders 

and servers as they are related to the type of pouring system, specifically to determine if 

liquor and beer beverage theft is reduced when an automated liquor or beer pouring 

system is used within the establishment. The different types of pouring systems will be 

studied throughout the review of literature section. A second objective of this study was 

to determine if the deviance, in the form of alcohol theft, is an expression of employee 

dissatisfaction. 

The following research hypotheses have been formulated for this study: 

HI: Beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when an automatic liquor 

pouring system is used within the establishment. 

H2: Beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when an automatic beer 

pouring system is present within the establishment. 

H3: Theft in establishments with the sales of alcoholic beverages is related to a 

low level of employee job satisfaction. 

The research questions and hypotheses are explored in greater detail in the Methodology, 

Results and Discussion sections of this text. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Definition of Theft 

Employee theft refers to the unauthorized taking of cash, merchandise, or property 

(Slora, 1989). Theft is very costly to employers in terms of losses in profits, inventory, 

morale, and image. Thirty-five percent of restaurants fail due to employee theft. Theft in 

the industry is resulting in annual losses as high as $20 billion. The National Restaurant 

Association estimates that four cents out of every foodservice dollar is consumed by in-

house theft (Sheridan, 1997). 

Why Employees Steal 

The key to controlling theft is in understanding the factors and motivations that 

lead up to the illegal deed. The assumption attitude managers need to take is that most 

employees are good people and are driven to theft by some factor they may or may not be 

aware of Most people must go through a sort of internal rationalization before they steal. 

Every employee possesses different rationalization in his or her perception of theft. The 

first decision they must make is whether or not the money or merchandise they are about 

to take is worth the possibility of losing their job. In some cases the chance of getting 

caught may be sufficient enough to deter them (Rande & Luciani, 2001). 



Once they have determined the theft is worthwhile, they rationalize the theft as 

something other than theft. The three most common rationalizations are: 1, resentment; 

2, larceny and greed; 3, financial need. 

Resentment 

Of the three rationalizations, resentment is the most dangerous and potentially 

most damaging. Resentment can smolder for a long time with an employee without 

management even being aware it exists. Employees can resent their employers for 

several reasons. They may feel they are not being given the best shifts or stations, they 

may have asked for a day off they were not given, and so on. Whatever the reason, they 

believe that the manager owes them for the work they have done in the past. They use 

this idea to justify stealing. 

Larceny and Greed 

Some people steal simply for the thrill of stealing. They enjoy living on the edge 

outside of the law. While others steal simply for the money, they probably do not need 

the money. It may be that other employees are stealing, so they feel they need their fair 

share. 

Financial Need 

Many bartenders and servers have trouble budgeting. They leave work with a 

pocket full of cash tips, go out with friends, and spend most of it. Then as the end of the 



month comes around and bills are due, they realize their paycheck will not cover their 

financial obhgations and must steal to cover their inability to save their tips. The fear of 

financial problems overrides their judgement that stealing is illegal (Rande & Luciani, 

2001). 

Characteristics of Employee Theft 

In the workplace, studies have linked three factors that can be directiy attributed 

to employee theft: the employee's age, the length of tenure with the firm, and the 

perceptions of employer fairness/unfairness (Hefter, 1986; Hollinger, Slora, & Terris, 

1992; Pauly, 1983). Specifically, younger employees are more likely to display certain 

aberrant behaviors or become involved in certain types of unacceptable activities, 

employees who have not been with an organization long and have not developed a 

satisfying relationship or commitment to the organization may engage in certain deviant 

acts, and employees who perceive inequitable treatment may engage in certain 

inappropriate acts. Other factors that may also contribute to employee deviance or 

unreliability include the organizational climate and the opportunities that are available 

(Caudill, 1988; Hefter, 1986; Kamp & Brooks, 1991; Sherer, 1989; Slora, 1989). 

Ghiselli and Ismail 

Richard Ghiselli and Joseph A. Ismail (1998) performed a study that analyzed 

employee theft in relation to theft of property, theft by gender, theft by age and theft b\ 

opportunity. In their analysis they found: 



Theft of Property 

In their research, Ghiselli and Ismail found that the most prevalent type of theft 

was eating company food. After that, the most prevalent form was providing food and 

beverages to friends free of charge. Almost 40% admitted to this form of theft. More 

than half (53.5%) of the employees they surveyed admitted to stealing from their 

workplace. That is, they either removed money or property for personal consumption or 

gain, or provided property to others that was not theirs to administer. Ghiselli and Ismail 

report that when eating company food is included in the formula, almost three-fourths 

(73.5%) of the employees indicated they were involved in some form of property theft. 

Theft by Gender 

Generally, a greater percentage of men admitted involvement in theft-related 

activities or behaviors. When the frequencies of male and female participation were 

compared, differences were detected. In particular, men were significantly more likely to 

provide food and beverage free of charge to friends, to help others take merchandise or 

property, to remove food and/or beverages items from inventory for personal use, and to 

eat company food without permission. 

Theft by Age 

Aside from eating company food, the most prevalent form of theft regardless of 

age was providing food and beverage items free of charge to friends. As a group, 

however, the older employees were least likely to engage in theft-related activities. The 



younger employees were more likely to help others to take merchandise or property, and 

to engage in activities that represented theft directly from the customer or other 

employees (as opposed to the business). When correlated with age, the relationship was 

significant and negative, indicating that younger employees tended to engage in these 

activities more than older employees do. 

Theft by Opportunity 

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were front-of -the-house 

(server, host, cashier) or back-of-the-house (cook, dishwasher, maintenance) employees. 

Two-thirds (66.3%) of the respondents were front-of-the-house employees, 15.8% were 

back-of-the-house employees, and 17.8% indicated they worked in both areas. As might 

be expected, the employees tended to engage in theft-related activities that were more 

likely within the context of their job. That is, they were more likely to commit a form of 

theft where they perceived, from their advantage point, an opportunity. For example, 

front-of-the-house employees were more likely to provide food and beverage free of 

charge to friends, sell merchandise at reduced prices, and take money by not reporting or 

ringing sales on the register. Back-of-the-house employees, on the other hand, were more 

likely to take company supplies and remove food and beverage items from inventor\ 

(Ghiselli & Ismail, 1998) 



Employee Alcohol Beverage Theft 

There are many forms of alcohol beverage theft employee's commonly undertake. 

Hawkins (1984) states that understanding the ways employees steal, and the terminology 

used to define these methods, is key in preventing deviant behavior. Ghiselli and Ismail 

(1995) performed a study that helps categorize some terms/forms of theft: 

• Charging for drinks not served is a very likely incident where a customer 

unknowingly pays for a drink that he/she did not order. The bartender then sells 

that drink to another customer and keeps the profit. 

• Underpouring is the act of giving the guest a lesser amount alcohol in the drink 

they ordered and selling the difference to another customer for a profit. 

• Bunching sales is when a se^ver^artender rings up several tickets at one time 

omitting some items, but they still collect all the money, keeping the difference. 

• Substitution is when a bartender pours a well brand alcohol in the place of the 

ordered premium brand, pocketing the profit. 

• Undercharging drinks purchased shifts the crime from shorting the customer to 

shorting the bar. Typically, a bartender or server will perform this deviant 

behavior as a favor to friends. 

Observing Theft 

Finding ways to study theft, and more importantly to prevent it from happening, is a 

growing concem in the hospitality industry. Hawkins (1984) identified four approaches 

that have been used to study employee theft: 



1 Participant observational studies - This is when researchers actually sit and 

observe the common business practices of the establishment. The observational 

studies approach has the advantage of personal observation to ensure validity. A 

major draw back to this method according to Hawkins is that only one setting can 

be viewed. This means that theft is only observed as according to the researcher 

and does not involve the employees, there is no two way interaction. In other 

words, theft can still occur but it not detected by the researcher. As Hollinger and 

Clark (1983) point out this method is also very expensive and time consuming. 

2. Analysis of official records - This is the review of officially documented action 

taken against employees and the punishment they received for stealing. This is not 

an effective way to analyze theft according to Hawkins, in that, through this 

analysis a one sided bi2is exists between the punishing manager and the punished 

employee. This method is inconsistent, because it does not account for the thieving 

employees that do not get caught (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). 

3. Non-directive interview - This is a good method to gather information, whereas 

an interview is performed to gather free-range information. The employee is free to 

indulge any information he/she deems important, with regards to theft. The method 

works well. As Hollinger and Clark (1983) point out employees are more likely to 

be tmthful and indulge more information if they are given the opportunity to talk. 

The method is rather time consuming, according to Hawkins (1984), and the 

information gathered is sometimes difficult to change into a statistical format. 

10 



4. Anonymous self-report of theft involvement method - This is a formal written 

survey that employees fill out under the assurance of anonymity. This method, 

according to Hawkins (1984) and Hollinger and Clark (1983), is proven to have 

very good test and re-test reliability, and statistical data can be easily derived from 

this method. Of the four categories, the anonymous self-report method is the most 

common approach to study theft. The advantages of this method include: more than 

just one setting can be studied; the bias of officially reported deviance is diminished 

or avoided; and finally, the standard set of questions permits the comparison across 

work settings aiding in the statistical analysis. Slora (1989) further supports this 

method concluding that: "Employees are willing to report their deviant activities on 

a self-report measure. Given the self-report nature of such a measure and its 

possibly incriminating nature, it is surprising the numbers of employees that do 

admit to such act of employee deviance. "(185). 

Employee Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is usually measured with interviews or questionnaires administered 

to the job incumbents in question. Although interviews are used in some cases, most 

research is done v^th questionnaires. This is because interviews are expensive and time 

consuming to conduct. By contrast, one can survey a large number of people with a 

paper and pencil questionnaire with very little effort or expense. Furthermore, it is easy 

to quantify and standardize questionnaire responses. One way to assess job satisfaction is 

to use an existing survey. Several have been carefully developed and their reliability is 

11 



established. Reliability refers to a consistency in measurement. This consistency is 

derived from the repeated assessment of job satisfaction with the same response every 

time, considering the work environment has not changed (Spector, 1997). 

Working in the hospitality industry is very stressful. Employees often complain that 

they are treated v^th little or no respect. Frequently cited reasons why employees feel 

mistreated include low pay, too many hours, no challenge, no recognition, and no 

weekend days off (Farmer & Tucker, 1988). One way to express job dissatisfaction by 

employees is to steal from the organization (Robbins, 2000). 

The traditional model of job satisfaction is that it consists of the total body of 

feelings that an individual has about his/her job. This total body of feelings involves, in 

effect, weighing up the sum total of influences on the job: the nature of the job itself, the 

pay, the promotion aspects, and the nature of supervision. Where the sum total of 

influences gives rise to feelings of satisfaction the individual is said to be job satisfied. 

Where in total they give rise to feelings of dissatisfaction the individual is job 

dissatisfied. Improving any one of these influences will lead in the direction of increased 

job satisfaction, making less satisfactory any one of the influences will lead in the 

direction of decreased job dissatisfaction. However, what makes a job satisfying or 

dissatisfying does not depend only on the nature of the job, but on the expectations that 

individuals have on what their job should provide. Expectancy theory points to the 

importance of the individual's expectations of his/her job in determining job satisfaction. 

For individuals who have expectations that their job should give them opportunities. sa\, 

challenge, a failure of the job to meet this expectation will lead to dissatisfaction 

12 



compared to a situation where no such expectation is involved. What exact expectation 

individuals will have of a job may vary for a large number of reasons, some deriving 

from social, and others from individual causes. Often values and expectations will 

coincide, as one tends to confine what one values on the job to what one has some 

expectation of achieving. Satisfaction occurs when the job fulfils what one values. And 

just as with expectations, values will vary from group to group and between individuals 

within any one group (Gmneberg, 1976). 

Determining Employee Job Satisfaction 

Associating job satisfaction with employee theft is not easy. The difficulty is 

derived from the fact that, in order to be compared the two separate topics must be 

researched simultaneously. The added strain, of trying to link two independent research 

topics together in the same research project, makes the research workload a lot more time 

consuming. Some research devices developed to study job satisfaction, as it is related to 

employee theft, include: 

Mangione and Quinn Survey 

One of these instmments is the Mangione and Quinn survey. This survey is one of 

the only empirical studies that analyze the association between the perceived level of job 

satisfaction and production deviance. This tool is very specific in its agenda of analyzing 

production deviance, limiting it to only two forms of observational studies. It directly 

associates job satisfaction to employee efficiency and honesty The employee efficiency 

13 



subsection relates quality time usage to employee production. This idea explores the time 

management of employees, and the work they are willing and satisfied to produce while 

on the job and being paid. The honesty subsection analyzes the "tmth in effort" aspect 

of employee production. This idea explores whether or not the employee is working at 

his/her full potential. Due to the specific nature of the questions in the Mangione and 

Quinn survey, it is only useful when studying employee job satisfaction as related to 

production deviancies. 

Quality of Employment Survey 

This survey was developed in 1972 by researchers at the University of Michigan. It 

is compiled to analyze six tjpes of counterproductivity, theft behavior, and general 

satisfaction in the workplace. The counterproductivity subsection of the survey analyzes 

deviance as it is related to employees wasting time and not working to their full potential. 

The theft behavior subsection of the survey analyzes how often employees steal from 

their work environment. The general satisfaction subsection attempts to relate 

counterproductivity and theft behavior to overall employee job satisfaction. 

The researchers found some difficulty linking job satisfaction to theft. In the end, 

the survey is found to only be useful in assessing job satisfaction for men 30 years of age 

and older (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). This means that all the other data found from this 

survey, linking job satisfaction to employee theft, proved to show no significance. 

14 



Job Satisfaction Survey 

The Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) was developed in 1985, by P.E. Spector, and re-

copyrighted in 1997. The survey is comprised of 36 questions, all written in the first 

person format. The statistical analysis is derived from a Likert Test, ranging from "one" 

disagree very much to "six" agree very much. The instrument analyzes job satisfaction 

on nine sub-scale levels: pay; promotion; supervision; benefits; contingent rewards; 

operating procedures; coworkers; nature of work; communications. (JSS; Spector, 

1997). 

The Job Satisfaction Survey overall yields 9 scores. Each of the nine sub-scales 

produces a separate score. The sub-scale score is formulated by totaling the four item 

numbers in each sub-scale, as shown in Table 2.1. The total of all nine sub-scale scores 

produces a total score. The following list is a breakdown of which category each 

question falls in, from the nine sub- scale levels: 

Table 2.1: JSS Sub-scale 

JSS Sub-scale 
Pay 
Promotion 
Supervision 
Fringe Benefits 
Contingent Rewards 
Operating Conditions 
Coworkers 
Nature of Work 
Communication 

Item Number 

1,10,19,28 
2,11,20,33 
3,12,21,30 
2,13,22,29 
5,14,23,32 
6,15,24,31 
7,16,25,34 
8,17,27,35 
9,18,26,36 

When adding the response, a total dissatisfaction score would be 36 and a total 

satisfaction score would be 216. The average normal score is 136.5 

15 



Survey Comparison 

Unlike the Mangione and Quinn Survey and the Quality of Employment Survey, 

which are very specific in nature, the Job Satisfaction Survey has the unique ability of 

being versatile. The general questions can easily be linked with another survey. This is 

very useful when cross-referencing information to determine if tiie findings of another 

survey are related to job satisfaction. A major disadvantage of using an existing survey is 

that it will be limited to only those facets that the developers chose to place in the 

instmment (Spector, 1997). 

Types of Liquor Pouring Systems 

Establishments could lose a considerable amount of money by allowing 

bartenders to free-pour beverages. Portion control pourers are good ways to limit this 

liability. These pouring devices consist of a plastic spout that fits over the top of the 

bottle. The spout regulates the flow of alcohol and controls the amount distributed to one 

ounce. By using the portion control pourer, establishments can guarantee that a 

controlled amount of distilled spirit is always dispensed. Because a constant drink is 

poured every time, service speed is increased, more drinks are sold, and profits are 

increased. Use of controlled pourers relives bartender tension and eliminates the cost of 

constant washing of shot glasses. Cocktail waitresses can also serve more customers in 

less time. They also guarantee uniformity of drink taste and assure perfectly blended 

16 



cocktails. Many manufactures even color code their pourers for quick recognition. The 

devices are also useful in protecting the beverages from insects and dust (Lipinski, 1996). 

Another controlled dispensing system, distilled spirit bottles are placed upside 

down in a plastic dispenser. To operate, a glass is placed underneath and a lever on the 

dispenser is pushed up to pour out, v^th 100% accuracy, a measured amount of distilled 

spirit. At the same time a meter registers and shows in a visible readout each drink and 

how many drinks per bottle have been dispensed. This simplifies inventory control and 

gives a full accounting of all sales (Lipinski, 1996). This method is commonly used in 

Europe (Ireland, England, France, Belgium, Holland, and Spain). 

The computer-operated pouring system is another solution. These systems are 

usually interfaced with the cash register to keep accurate records of all sales transactions. 

To operate the bartender or server must first ring up a guest check before drinks can be 

poured. Automatic liquor-pouring systems require a sizable investment and not 

everybody reacts to them favorably (Katsigris & Porter 1991). Some bartenders are 

unhappy with mechanical pouring, because it makes them feel management does not trust 

them. Customers also do not like the computer pouring devices, because they perceive 

less personal service in the method. On the positive side, the automatic pouring systems 

cut pouring costs in different areas. There is the savings of using large-size bottles; the 

savings of speed; the savings of getting the last ounce out of the bottle that in hand-

pouring clings to the bottles sides; the savings in labor because of faster pour often 

eliminating the need for an extra bartender at peak periods. One of the best advantages to 

the system is the control measure it offers. Another is the consistency of the drink 

17 



served. This is a very important factor in beverage service that is difficult to achieve with 

hand-pouring. The gun used to dispense the alcohol is also smooth to handle, limiting the 

cumbersome movements (Katsigris & Porter, 1991). 

Types of Beer Pouring Systems 

A draft beer serving system consists of a keg, the beer box, the tap (faucet), the 

dispersion line between the keg and the tap, and a carbon dioxide tank connected to the 

keg with another dispersion line. The beer box, also called a tap box, is a refrigerator 

designed especially to hold a keg of beer at the proper serving temperature of 36° F. to 

38° F. Generally it is located right below the tap, which is mounted on the bar top, so 

that the line between the keg and tap is as short as possible. If more than one brand of 

draft beer is served, each brand must have its own system (Costas & Katsigris, 1991). 

Computerized beer pouring systems consist of a standard beer serving system: 

keg, beer box, line, carbon dioxide, and tap. The major contributing factor to a 

computerized beer pouring system is that it implements a digital tap interfaced with the 

computerized cash register. This digital tap computes the number of beers served to the 

register. This control system is much like the liquor pouring system in terms of price, 

reliability, and customer perceptions. However, both systems are proven to greatly 

reduce alcohol beverage theft (Lipinski, 1996). 
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Exploratory Study 

An exploratory study (Quintero, Sanchez, & Weatherly, 2000) was conducted that 

focused on alcohol beverage theft. The study helped determine some basic 

characteristics of theft as related to the hospitality industry. 

Study Surveys 

Three types of questionnaires were used, one for the managers and two for the 

employees. The manager's survey obtained information regarding the pouring system 

and controls related to the sale of alcoholic beverages. The first employee's survey 

obtained biographical information (age, gender, and tenure), as well as information 

regarding the types of deviant behaviors related to the sale of alcoholic beverages. The 

second employee survey was the Job Satisfaction Survey, which assisted in determining 

job and pay satisfaction. 

Study Sampling 

Thirty establishments, located in the same city, in West Texas were randomly 

selected to be in the study. All of these establishments serve alcoholic beverages. From 

the original thirty establishments, 27 agreed to participate. From these 27 establishments, 

18 establishments rejected the Job Satisfaction Survey, claiming that the 36 questions 

would take up too much of their employees time. After this limitation, a total of nine 

establishments agreed to let their employees participate in both surveys. The total 

number of test subjects were broken down into 79 individuals from the 18 establishments 



which only participated in the deviance surveys, and another 66 individuals from the 

remaining nine establishments which filled out both the deviance and Job Satisfaction 

surveys. 

After all twenty-seven managers' information was gathered, the employees were 

contacted on a separate date. The participation of employees in this study was completely 

voluntary and anonymous to encourage honesty. Not all employees approached from the 

27 establishments agreed to participate, but most employees were happy to comply. 

Researchers personally gave the survey to employees and waited until completion to 

ensure security and privacy. It was important that managers were not present during the 

survey to improve the chances of employees telling the tmth. These sessions took place 

on several separate occasions to make sure all servers participating were contacted. The 

names of the employees and their establishments were not recorded. Data input was 

recorded in an Excel® file, and the statistical analysis was done using the statistical 

package SAS® V.8 for windows. 

Study Results 

The most widespread type of deviance was providing free drinks to friends 

(69.7 %). The next most popular deviance was drinking beverages without authorization 

(66.2%). Two popular ways to increase tips for servers and bartenders were providing 

free drinks and over-pouring. In this sample, 40.7% of the respondents indicate the use 

of over-pouring, where 46.2 % of the sample were females and 53.8% were males. The 

average age of the respondent was 22.5 years, where the youngest was 18 years old, and 
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the oldest was 33. Out of the sample as a whole, 17.93% of the sample were younger 

than 20 years old, 51.07% were between 20 and 23 years old, and 31.03% were 24 years 

or older. On the average, they work 29.2 hours per week, where the minimum was 11 

hours, and the maximum was 50 hours. The average respondent has been in the same 

establishment for 1.6 years. 

Theft by Type of Establishment 

Deviance was more widespread in those establishments that were independent than 

in those that were chain-operated. Better procedures and controls that should deter 

deviance are expected from chain-operated establishments. Differences were detected 

when frequencies of chain-operated and independent establishments were compared. In 

establishments independently operated, it was significantly more likely to find employees 

removing beverages from the premises (X" = 7.6,/K .006), to help others remove 

merchandise (X^ == 8.5,/K .0035), to provide free refunds with no purchase (X^ = 3.3,/7< 

.069), to take beverages for personal use (X^ = 9.9, p< .0017), to take money by not 

ringing everything up (X' == 3.8, p< .051), and drinking after hours and not pay ing (X = 

8.5,/K .004). 

Theft by Gender 

The incidence of theft was high in most cases, going from a low of 6.9% for taking 

money from the register to a high of 69.7% of providing free drinks to friends. In all 

cases, males admitted more deviant behavior than females Frequencies of male and 
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female participation were compared to detect differences. Males were significantly more 

likely to provide free drinks to friends than females (X^ = 4.22, p< .04), to drink after 

hours (X^ = 5.36, p< .02), to pour extra hquor (X^ =5.64, p< .02), and to help remove 

merchandise (X^ = 6.58,/K .01). See Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2: Exploratory Study: Frequency data for Deviant Behaviors by Gender 

Percentage of Respondents Who Admitted That They 

Provided free alcohohc beverages 

Sold alcohohc beverages at a reduced price without 
authorization 

Removed beverages without authorization 

Removed merchandise without authorization 

Helped anyone remove beverages from the premises 

Helped anyone remove merchandise from the premises 

Issued free refiinds for items not purchased 

Took alcohohc beverages for personal use 

Took tips belonging to other employees 

Took money by not ringing everything up 

Took money from the register 

Shortchanged a guest and kept the difference 

Provided free drinks to friends 

Poured extra liquor into a drink and not ringed it up 

Consumed drinks after hours and not pay for them 

Overall 

66.2 

46.2 

26.9 

21.4 

18.6 

15.9 

15.2 

40.7 

13.1 

41.4 

6.9 

22.1 

69.7 

52.4 

56.6 

Male 

66.7 

47.4 

29.5 

25.6* 

21.8 

23.1 

16.7 

42.3 

14.1 

41 

7.7 

23.1 

76.9* 

61.5** 

65.4** 

Female 

65.7 

44.8 

23.9 

16.4 

14.9 

7.5 

13.4 

38.8 

11.9 

41.8 

6 

20.9 

61.2 

41.8 

463 

* Significant differences at the a =0.04 level; ** Significant differences at the a =0.02 
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Theft by Control System 

Out of 27 establishments in the sample, six have an automatic liquor pouring 

system, and five had an automatic beer pouring system. One of the reasons to have an 

automatic pouring system is to increase controls of the operation and reduce deviance. 

Results of this study indicated that when an automatic liquor pouring system existed, 

there was a significant difference in providing free beer without authorization (X^ = 4.6, 

p< .03). When no automatic systems existed, 71.4 % of the respondents provided free 

beer as compared wdth 52.5 % when an automatic systems does exist. Another 

significant difference occurred with removing beverages from the premises (X^ = 6.84, 

p< .009), and helping to remove beverages (X^= 11,p< 03). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Foundation for Research 

This thesis is a continued research project, based on the exploratory study 

(Quintero, Sanchez, & Weatherly 2000) outlined in the review of literature. The 

fimdamental principal is the same, in that both studies are designed to analyze alcohol 

beverage theft. In the exploratory study three main subsections, pertaining to employee 

deviancies, were examined in regard to theft by establishment, theft by gender, and theft 

by control system. This thesis expands on the theft by control system subsection. 

Hypotheses Analysis 

The thesis is based on three separate hypotheses, as outlined in the introduction 

all-pertaining to alcohol beverage theft: 

HI: Beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when an automatic liquor 

pouring system is used within the establishment. 

H2: Beer and hard-alcohol theft is reduced when an automatic beer pouring 

system is present vsdthin the establishment. 

H3: Alcohol related theft in establishment with the sales of alcoholic beverages 

is related to a low level of employee job satisfaction. 

It is believed that when an automatic beer/liquor pouring system is used within a 

restaurant or bar beer/liquor beverage theft is reduced. This belief is derived from the 
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idea that computer-operated pouring systems enable establishments to implement better 

control procedures. With improved control procedures management is able to limit the 

amount of employee pilferage. Furthermore, the improved control procedures limit theft 

by opportunity (Ghiselli & Ismail, 1998) making it more difficuft for employees to steal. 

It is also believed that employee theft can be attributed to a low level of job 

satisfaction. This belief is derived from the idea that when an employee is not satisfied 

with his/her job he/she will steal from the establishment to express a form of retaliation 

(Robbins, 2000). 

Study Surveys 

Three surveys were used, in the study, to gather information and test the 

hypotheses. A consent form was also implemented into the research process. 

Consent Form 

The consent form was used to verify agreement in participation. This document 

of formal disclosure limits the liability of this research project from any physical injury 

claims. It states in italics that any financial compensation for such injury must be 

provided by the participant's own insurance program. Both the volunteer and 

experimenter secured signatures of agreement at the bottom of the form. The form also 

assured anonymity by stating that the individuals name, establishment, and responses 

would be held in the strictest of confidence. Finally, it informed the respondent that. 
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he/she could discontinue participation at any time. A copy of the consent form is 

included in the Appendix. 

Managerial Survey 

The managerial survey was adopted from the exploratory study (Quintero, 

Sanchez & Weatherly, 2000). The survey, in this study, was composed of 15 questions 

that analyzed the alcohol control measures within the establishment. A control measure 

is defined as a business practice implemented to regulate the distribution of alcoholic 

beverages. The survey obtained information regarding the pouring system used within 

the establishment, physical inventory procedures, the number of individuals that maintain 

access to liquor storage facilities, the cash handling practices, and the alcohol variance 

percentages. Alcohol variance percentages, also know as COS (cost of sales), is defined 

as the actual purchase price of alcoholic beverages divided by the actual selling price and 

is analyzed in following text. 

The managerial survey was used as the establishment's response foundation. This 

means that the information from this survey was used to verify the validity of employee 

responses regarding automatic beer pouring system, automated liquor pouring system, 

and POS. From the information gathered in the managerial survey, establishments were 

assigned a random code. This same random code was also assigned in the Employee 

Survey #1 and Job Satisfaction Survey, to the employees from the same establishment. 

This coding helped compare information regarding the automatic pouring systems. For 

example, if the manager responded "yes" to question #1, indicating that the establishment 
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does uses an automated liquor pouring system and an employee from the same 

establishment responded "no" to question #34 (from the Employee Survey #1), indicating 

that the establishment does not use an automated liquor pouring system; the employee 

survey was noted to possess a discrepancy. If discrepancies were detected, the response 

of the employee was modified to agree with the manager's response. In comparing the 

two survey responses, it was assumed that the manager response is the justified and 

correct response. This assumption was based on the idea that the manager is the foremost 

expert on his/her establishments control procedures. 

The COS portion of this survey is usually held as confidential information within 

the establishment. This information is not always readily available to the public due to its 

delicate nature in a competition setting. Owners and managers, generally speaking, do 

not want customers or other establishments to know their pricing procedures. The 

information about COS was not vitally important to this research project it is just 

interesting to know, so it was not imperative that this section of the survey be completed 

for the final statistical analysis. A copy of the Managerial Survey is located in the 

Appendix. 

Employee Survey #1 

This survey was designed to obtain biographical information pertaining to 

employees such as age, sex, average hours worked per week, length of tenure, estimated 

earned tips, number of drinks served per shift, and base salary pay. Along with the 

biographical information, the survey also acquired some establishment information. The 
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questionnaire asked if the establishment implements a computerized register system, 

computerized liquor pouring system, or a computerized beer pouring system. These 

questions are important to determine whether or not these systems are present within the 

restaurant or bar. The establishment information questions further helped to conclude if 

the restaurant/bar was part of a corporate chain and to confirm if the employees were 

allowed to consume alcohol after business hours. 

The survey also obtained critical information about employee theft patterns, 

analyzing for which customers, employees are most likely to steal for during their shift. 

Questions 9-14 asked: 

I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to friends without authorization. 

I give free beer to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to customers without authorization. 

These questions were derived to determine the connection, if any at all, that employee 

theft has with personal relationships. In other words, were employees as likely to steal 

for close personal friends as compared to an acquaintance (someone he/she hardly 

knows) or customers (someone he/she does not know at all)? This information is very 

useful when analyzing the effectiveness of computerized operated pouring systems. It is 

beneficial because the deviance levels can be compared in order to analyze how far 

employees are willing to go before getting caught. Deviance levels can be defined as 
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employees stealing for friends as opposed to acquaintances or customers. Employees are 

mnning a great risk in stealing from a computer operated pouring system, because every 

transaction is recorded and every drink served is documented. But, through analysis of 

these questions a comparison of the deviance levels can be made to see if employees are 

willing to take that risk for a close personal friend. Thus, determining the effectiveness 

of computer operated pouring systems in regards to alcohol beverage theft. The 

information gathered from these questions were analyzed to test Hypothesis 1: 

determining if beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when an automatic liquor 

pouring system is used within the establishment. The information was also used in the 

analysis of Hypothesis 2: determining if beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced 

when an automatic beer poring system is present within the establishment. This added 

analysis helped determine not only if theft was reduced through the implementation of a 

computer operated pouring system within the establishment, but also the degree to which 

employee deviance was related to friends, acquaintances or customers. 

Other than the deviance levels, the Employee Survey # 1 also researched employee 

theft of money. It asked respondents to identify their frequency of participation in 

several different methods of cash theft, commonly used by employees. These methods 

include taking of tips belonging to other employees, overcharging for drinks served then 

short changing customers (Ghiselli & Ismail, 1995), and taking money from the register. 

By means of controlling product disbursement (beer/liquor), it is believed, management 

is able to limit cash theft through the computerized register linked to the computerized 

pouring system. This checks and balances system should ensure that when a beverage 
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product is served, cash for that product is received. With this system, in theory, at the 

end of business hours the priced number of drinks served should equal the amount of 

cash in the register. If the priced number of drinks served does not equal the amount of 

cash in the register, then some employee is either taking money for the register or stealing 

product by giving away free alcoholic beverages. 

The final subject Employee Survey #1 investigated was in the area mutual 

accommodation or reciprocity. This is defined as employee #1 stealing for employee #2, 

in return for that favor employee #2 will then steal for employee #1. This is believed to 

be a rather common occurrence especially in establishments that use computer operated 

pouring systems. One of the ways to steal from a computerized operated pouring system 

is to have an accomplice, or someone that will help you to cover up the deviant behavior. 

For example, if a bartender and waiter pair up together, they can work together to steal 

from the system by means of under-pouring, substitution, and charging for drinks not 

served (Ghiselli & Ismail, 1995). This idea of mutual accommodation, or reciprocity, 

was explored through the following questions: 

• I give free beer to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks in their 

establishment. 

• I give free liquor to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks in their 

establishment. 

• I pour myself free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

• Someone pours me free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

• When you go to other establishments, do you get free drinks'̂  

30 



• I pour someone free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

In order to determine the efficiency of computer operated pouring systems 

managers/owners/researchers need to explore the idea of reciprocity. It is believed that 

sometimes the entire service staff is involved in employee theft. This raises a question 

that if everyone is doing it who can stop them? Owners need to pay close attention to this 

area of theft in their business. 

Job Satisfaction Survey 

The 1997 Spector Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS), described in the review of 

literature, was the second employee survey used in this investigation. This survey was 

chosen due to its unique versatility, and easy implementation. An advantage of the JSS, 

for the purposes of this study, is that researchers have access to this instrument at no cost. 

Through the nine sub-scale categories, cross-referencing can easily be made to help link 

the nine sub-scales of job satisfaction with the Employee Survey #1. This survey was 

used to test H 3: Theft in establishments that sell alcoholic beverages is related to a low 

level of employee job satisfaction. The determining factors were analyzed by totaling the 

respondent's JSS score to conclude if the employee was satisfied with his/her job. The 

expected mean score for the JSS is 136.5. If the respondent has a higher score; then 

he/she is more satisfied with his/her job. If the respondent has a lower score; then he/she 

is less satisfied with his/her job. The total score from the JSS was then compared to the 

Employee Survey #1, to determine the employee's theft tendencies, in order to conclude 

if theft was related to job satisfaction. 
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Sampling 

An anonymous self-report of theft involvement method was utilized for the 

sampling procedure. This procedure was chosen based on the idea that it is an efficient 

and common method to study employee theft (Hollinger & Clark, 1983; Hawkins, 1984; 

Slora, 1989). 

The sampling consisted of 38 separate establishments all located in the city of 

Lubbock, Texas. Out of the 38 establishments, 160 employees agreed to participate. Of 

the 160 surveys, 7 surveys were discarded due to the fact that they were incomplete. This 

left a final number of 153 employee surveys. Convincing the managers/employees to 

participate in the study was rather time-consuming and difficult. The fast paced and high 

stress atmosphere of the restaurant^ar business leaves little, next to no, down time. 

Down time is defined as periods of time within operating business hours in which sales 

are slow. Due to this fact, it was very difficult to correlate convenient opportunities, in 

which managers/employees had some down time to perform the surveys. The average 

time to complete a managerial survey was 3-5 minutes and the average time to complete 

the Employee Survey #l/Job Satisfaction Survey was 5-8 minutes. A sales pitch 

approach was used in the recmitment of participants. A sales pitch is defined as the 

coercion process involved in convincing a manager/employee to participate in the study. 

A sample dialog used in this research process to attract, manager and employee, 

questionnaire participants is found in the Appendix. 
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Privacy 

To ensure that the managers/employees responses were held in complete 

confidentiality, the following steps were followed: 

Step #1: Informed the manager/employee of the surveys' confidentially 

clause. Informed them that their responses were totally private and 

encouraged participants that he/she did not talk about the survey with any 

other employees. 

Step #2: After a questionnaire was completed, it was secured in a folder or 

envelope This ensured that employees did not see other people's 

responses. The folder/envelope was never left unattended. 

Step #3: Researchers never discussed the surveys vsath anyone other than 

the test subjects or other members of the research team. 

Convenience 

It was important to conduct the survey when it was convenient for the test subject. 

This was considered a professional courtesy. It was cmcial to remember that the 

completion of the survey was not mandatory, for the test subjects. It was explained that 

participation was to help researchers gather information, out of their complete kindness. 

The most convenient opportunity to complete the survey was during establishment down 

times. Down times of restaurants and bars are usually early in the business hours from 

9:00 A.M. to 10;30A.M., before the lunch msh, and in the afternoon from 2:30 P.M. to 

4:30 P.M., after the lunch msh and before the dinner msh. A lunch and dinner msh is 
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defined as periods of time in which the estabhshment has a rapid increase in business 

sales. 

Honesty 

It was important to ensure that every possible step was taken to ensure honesty in 

the survey responses. While the surveys contained delicate information and complete 

honesty was not guaranteed, it is believed that employees will surprisingly admit deviant 

behaviors (Slora, 1989). Implementation of the following methods were followed during 

the research survey distribution process in order to encourage respondent honesty: 

Method #1: Researchers personally administered the surveys. This showed the 

test subject that the researcher was the only person observing his/her 

responses. 

Method #2: Conducted the interview of the managers and the employees on a 

separate date, as employees are less likely to be honest when they see 

a researcher coming out of their manager's office, and asking them 

questions about theft. 

Method #3: All the completed surveys in a concealed envelope or folder, in order 

to assure the test subject that other employees will not see his/her 

responses. 
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Tools for Analysis 

The data gathered from the Managerial Survey, Employee Survey #1, and the Job 

Satisfaction Survey were compiled into an Excel® spreadsheet. The statistical analysis 

of the compiled data was done though the SAS system for Windows ® Release 8.00. A 

contingency table analysis, using a Chi-Square test, was conducted to assess Hypothesis 1 

and Hypothesis 2. An Independent-Sample t test was used to assess Hypothesis 3. Mean 

score and standard deviation was used to analyze the employee demographics. 

A principal component analysis was conducted to study the variables related to 

theft in the Employee Survey #1. This was done in order to find out if there were some 

artificial variables (principal components) that will account for most of the variance on 

the theft related variables. The principal component analysis also helps to conclude if 

some variables are correlated with one another, in essence determining is there is some 

redundancy between the variables. Of 19 variables related to employee theft, from 

Employee Survey #1, the principal component analysis found three artificial variables or 

components. The conclusions of component analysis are found in the Results section. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Sample Size and Demographics 

Considering that the main questionnaire for this research. Employee Survey # 1, 

analyzed 19 variables; the sample size of 153 subjects was above the minimum required. 

The suggested sample size was a minimum sample of 100 or five times the number of 

variables being analyzed (Hatcher, 1994; Hair, 1998). Of the 153 subjects, 69 were males 

and 84 were females. The mean age of the subjects was 22 years old (SD=2 9). The 

mean hours worked by the subjects was 29.05 hours per week (SD=9.9). The base pay, 

of the subjects, was $3.07 (not including tips) per hour (SD=1.71). The averages for tips 

earned were $108.62 (Tuesday through Thursday, SD=$69.2) and $177.93 (Friday 

through Sunday, SD=$107.33). 

Component Analysis 

The objective of a principal component analysis is to find a way of condensing the 

information contained, from the number of original variables, in a smaller set of variables 

with a minimum loss of information. The 19 variables that were analyzed, from the 

Employee Survey #1, all related to employee theft. The principal component analysis 

was applied to the 19 variables, in order, to develop new variables or components. 

The four criteria used to determine the number of meaningful variables or 

components to retain were the Eigenvalue-One Criterion, the Portion of Variance 
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Accounted For Criterion, the Scree Test and the Interpretability Criterion. A discussion of 

each of the four criteria is as follows: 

Eigenvalue-One Criterion 

According to the Eigenvalue-One criterion (Kaiser criterion), any component that 

displays an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 should be retained. Table 4.1 shows the 

eigenvalues of the correlation matrix. In the case of this research project three 

components had an eigenvalue greater than one. 

• Component one had an eigenvalue of 8.83, 

• Component two had an eigenvalue of 2.68, 

• Component three had an eigenvalue of 1.77. 

Through this analysis, it was therefore concurrent according to the criterion, that three 

components should be retained. 
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Table 4.1. Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Eigenvalue 
8.83268495 
2.67976594 
1.76994831 
0.96432624 
0.94234442 
0.67454367 
0.61236007 
0.46343690 
0.39033647 
0.32776570 
0.26459955 
0.25319496 
0.19907369 
0.18458926 
0.14521183 
0.10905894 
0.07573434 
0.06293435 
0.04809042 

Difference 
6.15291901 
0.90981762 
0.80562207 
0.02198182 
0.26780075 
0.06218360 
0.14892316 
0.07310043 
0.06257077 
0.06316615 
0.01140459 
0.05412127 
0.01448443 
0.03937743 
0.03615288 
0.03332460 
0.01280000 
0.01484392 

Proportion 
0.4649 
0.1410 
0.0932 
0.0508 
0.0496 
0.0355 
0.0322 
0.0244 
0.0205 
0.0173 
0.0139 
0.0133 
0.0105 
0.0097 
0.0076 
0.0057 
0.0040 
0.0033 
0.0025 

Cumulative 
0.4649 
0.6059 
0.6991 

0.7498 
0.7994 
0.8349 
0.8672 
0.8915 
0.9121 
0.9293 
0.9433 
0.9566 
0.9671 
0.9768 
0.9844 
0.9902 
0.9942 
0.9975 
1.0000 

Proportion of Variance Accounted For Criterion 

In accordance with the Proportion of Variance Accounted For Criterion, it is 

common practice to retain those components that accounts for at least 5% to 10% of the 

total variance. Table 4.1 shows the Proportion of Variance Accounted for in each of the 

19 components. The first component contributes with 46.49%, the second with 14.1%, 

and the third with 9.32%: to have a 69.91% of accumulated total variance. The fourth 

component accounts for 5.1% of the total variance. According to this criterion, the 

number of components to be retained should be the first four listed. 
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Scree Test 

Using the Scree Test a plot of the eigenvalues associated with each component are 

displayed. In this method a "break" is sought between the large eigenvalues and the 

small eigenvalues. Figure 4.1 shows that the last large break in the plot occurs between 

component 3 and component 4, which indicates that the first 3 components should be 

retained 
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Figure 4.1. Scree Plot of Eigenvalues 
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Interpretability Criterion 

Hatcher (1994) indicates that the most important criterion to decide on the number 

of components should be the Interpretability Criterion. This is, finding reasonable 

meaning of the retained components and verifying that the interpretation makes sense. 

In order to obtain unrelated variables within the study that load in each component, an 

orthogonal rotation (varimax) was performed. Table 4.2 shows the rotated factor pattern 

matrix. 

Table 4.2: Rotated Factor Matrix 

Questions 

I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to friends without authorization. 
I give free beer to acquaintances without authorization. 
I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 
I give free alcoholic beverages to customers without authorization. 

I help someone to remove alcoholic beverages from the bar. 
I take tips belonging to other employees. 
I take money from the register. 
I overcharge customers and keep the difference for myself 

I shortchange customers and keep the difference for myself 
I give free beer to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks in their 
establishment. 
I give free liquor to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks in their 
establishment. 
I pour extra liquor and not ring it up. 
I pour myself free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

Someone pours me free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

I pour someone free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 
When you go to other establishments, do you get free drinks? 

I give free beer/pour extra liquor to increase my tips? 

Factor 1 
0.77006 
0.79816 
0.90055 
0.8879 
0.79055 
0.79604 
-0.156 
0.19802 
0.05751 
0.19097 

0.27456 

0.34643 

0.34692 

0.60901 

0.40722 
0.22765 
0.31946 
0 0061 
0.48247 

Factor 2 
0.37017 

0.35466 
0.19108 
0.15367 
0.15509 
0.19583 
0.27576 
0.17962 
0.11189 

0.05632 
0.05548 

0.8135 

0.79425 

0.58125 
0.6054 
0.77165 
0.69568 
0.63135 
0.65945 

Factor 3 
-0.0005 
0.10338 
0.10147 
0.22562 
0.31884 

0.32823 
0.21184 
0.82791 
0.92229 
0.83371 
0.82407 
0.0379 

-0.0177 

0.0697 

0.13246 
-0.0071 

035968 
0,13839 

0.1429 

Significant Loading 

In order to select the number of meaningful components it is necessary to have at 

least three variables with significant loadings, on each component. It is also necessary to 

40 



ensure all the variables that load in a component have a related meaning, that the rotated 

factor pattern shows a simple stmcture and that the constmcts will be different. 

Significant loading is defined as the variables loading at least 45 value in only one 

component. Those variables that do not have a loading of at least .45 value on any 

component should be discarded. Also it is common in principal component analysis to 

eliminate those variables that have a loading of at least .45 in more than one component. 

It is because variables loading in excess of .45 in more than one category, are considered 

to be misleading questions and vague. 

Table 4.2 shows six variables that load in component 1, six that load in 

component 2, and four that load in component 3. The variable " I help someone remove 

beverages from the bar" was eliminated because it does not have a loading larger than 

.45. The variables "I pour extra liquor and not ring it up" and "I give free beer/pour extra 

liquor to increase my tips" were eliminated because they contained loadings greater than 

.45 in more than one category. After eliminating these variables another orthogonal 

rotation was performed, and the three components accounted for 74% of the accumulated 

total variance. The loading and communality estimates are shown in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3. Rotated Factor Pattern and Final Communality Estimates from Principal 
Component Analysis 

Questions 

1 give free beer to friends without authorization. 

1 give free alcohohc beverages to friends without 
authorization. 

I give free beer to acquaint̂ mces without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances 
without authorization. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to customCTs without 
auAorization. 

I take tips belonging to other employees. 

I take money from the register. 

I overcharge customCTs and keep the difference for 
myself. 

I shortchange customers and keep the difference for 
myself 

I give free beer to bartenders/servers that give me free 
drinks in their establishment. 

I give free liquor to bartenders/ser\'ers that give me 
free drinks in their estabhshment. 

I pour myself free alcoholic beverages at the 
estabhshment. 

Someone pours me free alcoholic beverages at the 
establishment. 

I pour someone free alcoholic beverages at the 
establishment. 

Whai you go to other establishments, do you get free 
drinks? 
N = 153; Communality estimates appear in column heac 

Factor 1 

0.76 

0.80 

0.91 

0.88 

0.79 

0.79 

0.19 

0.04 

0.19 

0.25 

0.32 

0.32 

0.38 

0.20 

0.29 

0.00 

edh^ 

Factor 2 

0.39 

0.37 

0.20 

0.17 

0.18 

0.21 

0.17 

0.11 

0.04 

0.08 

0.83 

0.81 

0.63 

0.80 

0.71 

0.62 

Factor 3 

0.01 

0.11 

0.10 

0.23 

0.32 

0.33 

0.83 

0.93 

0.83 

0.83 

0.05 

-0.01 

0.15 

0.00 

0.37 

0.14 

ĥ  

0.74 

0.78 

0.88 

0.86 

0.76 

0.79 

0.75 

0.88 

0.73 

0.77 

0.79 

0.76 

0.57 

0.68 

0.73 

0.41 

Analysis of Three New Components in Employee Survey #1 

First Component 

Six variables were found to load in the first component, which for the purposes of 

this research was called, "giving free beer & alcoholic beverages". This new component 
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represented the employees' attitude towards giving away free beer and alcoholic 

beverages. The six questions, outline in the following bullets are the variables that load 

into this component: 

I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to friends without authorization. 

I give free beer to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to customers without authorization. 

Second Component 

Six variables were found to load in the second component, which for the purposes 

of this research was called, "reciprocity." The philosophy of reciprocity was explored 

through, these six variables that loaded into the second component: 

• I give free beer to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks in their 

establishment. 

• I give free alcoholic beverages to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks 

in their establishment. 

• I pour myself free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

• Someone pours me free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

• I pour someone free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

• When you go to other establishment, do you drink for free? 
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Third Component 

Four variables were found to load in the third component, which for the purposes 

of this research was called," taking cash." This component analyzed the employee's 

practices of taking cash from the estabhshment. The following list is a breakdown of the 

variables that load into the third component: 

• I take tips belonging to other employees. 

• I take money from the register. 

• I overcharge customers and keep the difference for myself 

• I shortchange customers and keep the difference for myself 

Composition of Three Components 

Three new variables were constmcted: "Giving Free Beer & Alcoholic 

Beverages," "Reciprocity," and "Taking Cash." The new variables were entitled as 

follows: 

GIVE ALCOHOL = "Giving Free Beer & Alcoholic Beverage" 

(Free beer friends + Free alcohol friends + Free beer acquaintances 

+ Free alcohol acquaintances + Free beer customers + Free alcohol 

customers); 

RECIPROCITY = "Reciprocity" 

(Beer reciprocity bartenders + Alcohol reciprocity bartenders + 

Pour extra liquor + Pour myself + Someone pours + I pour 

someone); 
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TAKING CASH = "Taking Cash" 

(Take tips + Take money + Overcharge + Shortchange). 

Variable Scale Reliability 

The three new variables "Giving Free Beer & Alcohol"/GIVE ALCOHOL, 

"Reciprocity"/RECIPROCITY, and "Taking Cash"/TAKING CASH were tested in 

internal scale reliability by computing the coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Internal 

scale reliability is the extent to which individual items, that constitute a component, 

correlate with one another or with the component. Nimnally, 1978 suggests to consider 

as acceptable an alpha coefficient of .70. The reliability estimate for the factor GIVE 

ALCOHOL was .94, RECIPROCITY was .87 and TAKING CASH was .90. The alpha 

coefficient estimates determined for the three variables are presented in Tables 4.4 - 4.6: 

Table 4.4. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha #1: 

GIVE ALCOHOL 

I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

I give free alcohohc beverages to friends. 

I give free beer to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to customers. 

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha 

Raw Variables 

Correlation 
with Total 

0.760495 

0.831299 

0.887778 

0.886460 

0.768282 

0.790702 

Alpha 

0.935052 

0.924283 

0.917377 

0.916767 

0.931202 

0.929338 

0.937324 

Standardized Variables 

Correlation 
with Total 

0.749258 

0.820062 

0.886401 

0.887464 

0.786320 

0.804088 

Alpha 

0.938618 

0.930080 

0.921884 

0.921752 

0.9.34176 

0 932025 

0.940871 
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Table 4.5. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha #2: 

RECIPROCITY 

I give free beer to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks. 

I give free liquor to bartenders/servers that give me free drinks. 

I pour myself free alcoholic beverages at the establishment. 

Someone pours me free alcohohc beverages at the estabhshment. 

I pour someone free alcoholic beverages at the estabhshment. 

When you go to other estabhshments, do you get free drinks? 

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha 

Raw Variables 

Cwrelation 
with Total 

0.800598 

Alpha 

0.822213 

0.765058 iO.829306 

0.630421 i 0.853327 

0.700049 0.840472 

0.711481 :0.838443 

0.456174 0.890386 

0.868614 

Standardized Variables 

Correlation 
with Total 

Alpha 

0.800652 0.832237 

0.765654 0.838457 

0.639209 i 0.860228 

0.708471 0.848439 

0.720008 0.846443 

0.452238 10.890459 

0.875007 

Table 4.6. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha #3: 

TAKING CASH 

I take tips belonging to other employees. 

1 take money from the register. 

I overcharge customers and keep the difference for myself 

I shortchange customers and keep the difference for myself 

Cronbach Coefficient Alpha 

Raw Variables 

Correlation 
with Total 

0.733019 

Alpha 

0.895967 

0.870715 0.835039 

0.739354 10.874791 

0.793623 iO.857383 

0.894855 

Standardized Variables 

Correlation 
with Total 

0.735487 

Alpha 

0.897362 

0.871168 0.848537 

0.750363 i0.892172 

0.799897 0.874603 

0.906214 

Estimates of the Three Components 

The components had a minimum value and a maximum value. These values were 

derived from the verbal frequency scale used in the Employee Survey #1. From that 

scale the minimum score an independent variable could have was, 1 and the maximum 

score was 5. The minimum and maximum values for all the variables combined in each 

of the components were: GIVING ALCOHOL, minimum value 6 and the maximum 

value was 30; RECIPROCITY, minimum value 6 and the maximum value was 30; 

TAKING CASH, minimum value 4 and the maximum value was 20. The minimum value 
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indicates that the employee steals from the establishment, in the worst possible way, all 

the time. The maximum value indicates that the employee never steals from the 

establishment. Table 4.7 shows the mean and standard deviation of the three components. 

This means in the component TAKING CASH which had a mean of 19.60 (1.79), out of 

a possible maximum score of 20, which indicates that very few employees steal via 

means of taking cash. It also shows the inter-correlation and coefficient alpha reliability 

estimate for each of the three components. Based on the suggestion of Nunnally (1978), 

stating that reliable alpha coefficients should be at least .70, the data shows that the 

components are sufficient. 

Table 4.7: Mean, Standard Deviation, Inter-correlation, and Coefficient Alpha Reliability 
Estimates for the Three Components 

Variables 

1. GIVING ALCOHOL 

2. TAKING CASH 

3. RECIPROCITY 

Mean 

26.54 

19.60 

24.88 

SD 

5.01 

1.79 

5.18 

1 

(.94) 

.41 

.60 

2 

(.90) 

.31 

3 

(.88) 

N = 153. Reliability estimates appear on the diagonal. 

Hypothesis Testing 

From the component analysis sub-section it was determined that there are three 

different types of theft variables present within the study (GIVING ALCOHOL, 

TAKING CASH, and RECIPROCITY). The Hypotheses (HI, H2, and H3) were tested 

against the theft variable GIVING ALCOHOL. A Chi-Square test of independence was 

used to analyze Hypothesis 1 and 2, and a /-test was used to analyze Hypothesis 3. 
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However, a requirement for using the chi-square distribution is that all the cells should 

have an expected frequency of at least five. Due to the large range of values for the 

variables, 6 up to 30 for GIVING ALCOHOL, it was decided to collapse the theft 

variables into two categories: steal and do not steal. In the case of the variable GIVESfG 

ALCOHOL, all the instances where the score was less than 30 were classified as stealing 

and the instances where the score was 30 were classified as do not steal. The components 

TAKING CASH and RECIPROCITY were collapsed in the same way. 

Testing Hypothesis 1 

In order to test Hypothesis 1, a chi-square test was conducted. In testing the 

automatic liquor pouring system against the theft variable "GIVING ALCOHOL" the 

results were found to be insignificant (X(i/ = 0.798,/> = .3716). This indicates that the 

deviant behavior of giving free beer or liquor to friends, acquaintances, or customers has 

no relation to an automatic liquor pouring system. In other words, using an automatic 

liquor pouring system does not significantly reduce the number of employees that give 

away free beer or liquor. In this case 52.3% of the respondents indicated that they give 

away free beer and alcohol as compared to the results of Ghiselli and Ismail (1998) which 

indicated that 38.8% of the individuals provided free food and beverages free of charge to 

friends. 

In testing the automatic liquor pouring system against the theft variable 

"TAKING CASH," the results were also not significant (Xo)̂  = 0.0005,/? = .9824). This 

indicated that the act of taking cash from the register was unrelated to the automatic 
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liquor pouring system. In this study, the results showed that using an automatic liquor 

pouring system did not significantly reduce the number of employees that steal cash. Also 

in this study, 10.5% of the respondents indicated to taking cash, which is a larger 

percentage than that reported by Ghiselli and Ismail (1998) which showed 4.1% of the 

respondents took tips or money that belonged to other employees. 

When the automatic liquor pouring system was tested against the theft variable 

"RECIPROCITY," the results were once again not significant (X<,)̂  = 0.0005,p = .9824). 

This indicates that when the philosophy of reciprocity is compared to the automatic 

liquor pouring system, the two are unrelated. In this study, establishments that 

implement an automatic liquor pouring system did not significantly reduce the number of 

employees that steal for purposes of reciprocity. Results showed that 79.1% of the 

respondents indicated to have reciprocity. 

Testing Hypothesis 2 

A chi-square test was also conducted to test Hypothesis 2. In testing the 

automatic beer pouring system against the theft variable "GIVING ALCOHOL," the 

results were found to be non-significant (X î)̂  =0.213,/? = .6447). This finding 

indicates that the employees giving free beer or liquor was not related to an automatic 

beer pouring system. In conclusion, using an automatic beer pouring system does not 

significantly reduce the number of employees that give away free beer or hard-alcohol. 

The automatic beer pouring system was tested against the theft variable 

"TAKING CASH" and the results were not significant (X^/ = 0.023, p - .8803). This 
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means that when the deviance of taking cash is associated to an automatic beer pouring 

system there is no relationship. In essence, from the information gathered in this 

research, using an automatic beer pouring system did not significantly reduce the number 

of employees that steal cash. 

In testing the automatic beer pouring system against the theft variable 

"RECIPROCITY," the results were not significant (X(i/ =0.051,/? = . 8208). This 

indicated that the philosophy of reciprocity and an automatic beer pouring system are 

unrelated. The use of an automatic beer pouring system did not significantly reduce the 

number of people that steal by reciprocity. 

Testing Hypothesis 3 

An independent-samples / test was conducted to test Hypothesis 3. Total job 

satisfaction was determined by the total score of the nine sub-scales in the Job 

Satisfaction Survey (Spector, 1997). The norm for total job satisfaction has a mean of 

136.5 with a standard deviation of 12.1. 

In testing the total job satisfaction against the theft variable "GIVING 

ALCOHOL," the results revealed a significant difference between the two groups ("yes" 

GIVING ALCOHOL vs. "no" GIVING ALCOHOL), {/ (131) = 4.07,/? = < .0001)) 

This suggests that there was a relation between alcohol beverage theft and total job 

satisfaction. The test showed that subjects with higher job satisfaction (M = 143.21 

SD = 23.9) did not steal (GIVING ALCOHOL), while subjects with lower job 

satisfaction (M = 129.34 SD = 17.4) did steal. In other words, employees with high job 
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satisfaction are less likely to steal via means of giving free beer or hard-alcoholic 

beverages. 

When the total job satisfaction was tested against the theft variable "TAKING 

CASH," the results were not significant {t (25.9) = 1.02;/? = .3163)}. This indicated that 

the deviant behavior of taking cash from the register was not related to total job 

satisfaction. In other words, people who did steal by taking cash (M = 136.37 SD = 22.6) 

and people who did not steal by taking cash (M = 132.38 SD = 13.6) have similar levels 

of job satisfaction. 

Total job satisfaction was tested against the theft variable "RECIPROCITY" and 

the results were not significant {/ (151) = -0.44;/? = .6601)}. This indicates that the 

philosophy of reciprocity was not related to total job satisfaction. The test showed: 

subjects that did admit to stealing (RECIPROCITY) have similar job satisfaction (M = 

136.36 SD = 21.5) when compared to those subjects that did not admit to stealing, for 

means of reciprocity (M = 134.44 SD = 23.35). This means that employees who 

reciprocated had similar job satisfaction to those employees who did not reciprocate. 

Extra Analysis 

Further analysis was performed to explore the other forms of employee theft with 

other variables included in the study: 1, gender; 2, computerized register system; 3, 

allowing employees to drink after hours; and 4, allow employees to give away free 

alcoholic beverages. Another purpose of this analysis was to compare the findings of 

this study, with the study of Ghiselli and Ismail (1998). 
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Theft by Gender 

When the variable "GIVE ALCOHOL" was tested against gender, the results 

2 _ were not significant (X(i) = 0.90,/? = .3419) indicating that giving free beverages to 

acquaintances and gender were not related. In this study 56.5% of the males admitted to 

providing free alcoholic beverage as compared to 48.8% of the females who admitted to 

providing free alcoholic beverages (see Table 4.8). 

Table 4.8: Theft by Gender 

Theft Variable 

GIVING ALCOHOL 

TAKING CASH 

RECIPROCITY 

Overall 

52.3 

10.5 

79.1 

Female 

48.8 

6.0 

77.4 

Male 

56.5 

15.9* 

81.2 

significant at a = .05 

Table 4.8 also shows in testing gender versus the variable "TAKING CASH" the 

results were significant (X(i)̂  = 4.04, p = .0445), this indicated that males stole, from the 

establishment, more than females. In this study, 15.9% of the males admitted to taking 

cash as compared to only 6% of the females that admitted to taking cash. 

"RECIPROCITY" was tested against gender and the results were found to show 

no significance (X(i)̂  = .33, p = .5674). Table 4.8 illustrates that in this case a large 

number, 77.4%, of females admitted to reciprocate and an even larger number of males, 

81.2%, admitted to this form of theft. 

When comparing the results from this research with the results from Ghiselli and 

Ismail (1998), it is necessary to note Ghiselli and Ismail did not make an analysis to 
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determine the existing correlation between the variables used in their study their study. 

Because this analysis was not made, comparison between the two studies can be 

misleading, since the results of Ghiselli and Ismail are questionable. For instance, when 

the analysis from this research was compared the component/variable GIVING 

ALCOHOL the results showed no significance. However, when some the independent 

variables that compose the component GIVING ALCOHOL were analyzed separately, 

the result were significant. For example, when the independent variable, from the 

component, "I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization" was 

compared to gender the result showed significance (X(i/ = 4.87, /? = .0274). From this 

analysis 32.2% of the males admitted to providing free beverages to acquaintances as 

compared to 20.2% of the females who admitted to providing free alcoholic beverages to 

acquaintances. Another example, is from the variable "I give free alcoholic beverages to 

customers without authorization". When this variable was compared to gender the results 

were marginally significant (X(i) =3.39, /? = .0655). This study found that 34.8% of the 

males admitted to providing customers free alcoholic beverages, while only 21.4% of the 

females admitted to this form of theft. 

Ghiselli and Ismail (1998) reported significance related to gender, whereas males 

stole more than females in the following instances: 1, provide food and beverage free of 

charge to friends; 2, help others to take merchandise or property from the establishment; 

3, remove food and beverages; and 4, eat company food. But, as noted before, these 

variables cannot be compared with the findings of this study. 



Allowing Employees to Drink After Hours 

Chi-square testing was conducted to study the theft component "GIVING 

ALCOHOL" against the variable "my establishment allows consumption of alcohol after 

hours." The results were significant (X(i)̂  = 5.25,/? = .022) indicating that employee 

theft by means of giving free beer or alcoholic beverages and allowing employees to 

drink alcohol after hours were related. In establishments where employees were allowed 

to drink after hours, employee theft was more prevalent by 64.8%, as compared to 

employee theft in those establishments where after hours consumption was not allowed, 

45.5. Refer to Table 4.9. 

Table 4.9: Allowed to Consume Alcoholic Beverages After Hours 

Theft Variable 

GIVING ALCOHOL 

TAKING CASH 

RECIPROCITY 

Allowed 

64.8 

16.7 

88.9 

Not 
Allowed 

45.5* 

7.1 f t 

73.7* 

significant at a = .05, t t significant at a = . 10 

Table 4.9 shows in testing the theft component "TAKING CASH" against the 

variable "my establishment allows consumption of alcohol after hours" the result was 

marginally significant (X(i/ = 3.44,/? = .0638). It was found that 16.7% of the 

employees that were allowed to consume alcohol, admitted to taking cash; as compared 

to 7.1%, of the employees that were allowed to consume alcohol after hours, that 

admitted to taking cash. 
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"RECIPROCITY" was tested against the theft variable "my establishment allows 

consumption of alcohol after hours" and the finding was significant. This was dew to the 

fact that 88.9% of the employees admitted to reciprocate, when they were allowed to 

consume free alcoholic beverages after hours; and only 73.7 of the employees admitted to 

reciprocate, when they were not allowed to consume beverages after hours. These results 

were observed in Table 4.9. 

Allowed to Give Away Free Alcoholic Beverages 

The theft variable "GIVING ALCOHOL" was tested against the variable "I am 

allowed to give away alcoholic beverages," using a chi-square test. The results from this 

test were marginally significant (X(i)̂  = 3.57; p = .0587). The results showed that the 

employees that were allowed to give away free alcoholic beverages, stole more (71.4%) 

than the employees that were not allowed to give away free alcoholic beverages (49.2). 

In testing the component "TAKING CASH," the findings showed no significance. 

However, when the component "RECIPROCITY" was tested, the findings were 

significant (X(i)̂  = 3.84; /? = .0501). The findings showed that 95.2% of the employees, 

that were allowed to give away free alcoholic beverages, admitted to reciprocate, while 

only 76.5% of the employees that were not allowed to give away free alcoholic beverages 

admitted to reciprocate (see Table 4.10). 
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Table 4.10: Allowed To Give Away Free Alcoholic Beverages 

Theft Variable 

GIVING ALCOHOL 

TAKING CASH 

RECIPROCITY 

Allowed 

71.4 

9.5 

95.2 

Not 
Allowed 

49.2 t t 

10.6 

76.5* 

significant at a = .05, ff significant at a = . 10 

Computerized Register System 

Chi-square testing was used to test the theft variable "GIVING ALCOHOL" 

against the variable "my establishment use a computerized register system." The results 

were significant (X^i)' = 4.76;/? = .0292) indicating that the practice of giving free beer 

and alcoholic beverages and having a computerized register system are related. The 

relation was found by noting that in establishments where a computerized register system 

does not exists, employees steal more frequently (75%) than in establishments that do 

implement a computerized register system (48.9%). No significant relationships were 

found in testing the components "TAKING CASH" and "RECIPROCITY" (see Table 

4.11). 
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Table 4.11. Theft by Computerized Register System 

Theft Variable 

GIVING ALCOHOL 

TAKING CASH 

RECIPROCITY 

Overall 

52.3 

10.5 

79.1 

System 
Present 

48.9 

11.3 

78.7 

No 
System 
Present 

75* 

5 

85 

significant at a = .05 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Results Discussion 

Giving Free Beer and Alcohol 

In analyzing Hypothesis 1, "Beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when 

an automatic liquor pouring system is used within the establishment," the results did not 

support if the deviant behavior of giving free beer or liquor was significantly reduced 

with the use of an automatic liquor pouring system. However, it was clearly apparent 

that employees, throughout this study, admitted to stealing from restaurants and bars. 

In analyzing Hypothesis 2, "Beer and hard-alcohol beverage theft is reduced when 

an automatic beer pouring system is present within the establishment," the same results as 

Hypothesis 1 were observed. The statistical analysis suggested that beer or liquor 

beverage theft was not reduced with the implementation of an automatic beer pouring 

system. 

Theft was widespread and was not prevented by automated beer/liquor pouring 

systems. This could be explained by a number of reasons: one, automatic-pouring 

systems are not perfect; two, management is not using the automatic-pouring system 

properly; three, employees continue to steal with no regard to the automatic-pouring 

system. It makes no difference in unit cost, if an ounce of liquor is used in a shot or a 

mixed drink, for example a tequila shot vs. margarita. The actual unit cost for the liquor 

is the same in both the instances of a tequila shot and a margarita. But the actual selling 
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prices of the drinks are different, as mixed drinks are more expensive. The non-alcoholic 

substance used in a mixed drink is called a "mixer." Mixers are not usually tracked for 

control purposes, because the profit margins on these items tends to be very small. This 

correlates with theft in the manner that bartenders and servers will disperse a mixed 

drink, and charge the customer for that mixed drink, but only ring up the price of the shot 

and pocket the difference. Through this manner of theft, the automatic liquor pouring 

system does not detect the theft. 

Another possible explanation of why theft occurs may be the lack of enough 

incentive, in the establishment, for managers to strictly monitor the control system. This 

lack of managerial incentive might result in managers not implementing inventory 

control measures as often as they should. Finally, the philosophical question of "are 

employees being paid enough, as not encourage them to not steal," might never be 

answered. 

Job Satisfaction 

In analyzing Hypothesis 3, "Theft in estabhshments with the sales of alcoholic 

beverages is related to a low level of employee job satisfaction", the results were rather 

interesting. It was found that a low employee job satisfaction is related to employee beer 

and alcoholic beverage theft. The possible explanation may be that when employees are 

not happy with their job they will steal with no regard to authority. This means that the 

employees do not care if they get fired for stealing, because they do not value their job. 
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The relationship with other forms of theft, taking cash/reciprocity, proved to be 

insignificant. 

Theft by Gender 

This study found that males steal more than females in the area of TAKING 

CASH. A possible reason for this finding is that of theft by opportunity (Ghiselli & 

Ismail, 1998). It is believed most bartenders are male, and the bartender usually handles 

the cash transactions within the establishment. So, with this in mind, bartenders clearly 

have more opportunities to steal cash from the establishment, than other employees do. 

Computerized Register System 

The computerized register system showed to reduce theft in theft component 

GIVING ALCHOL. The analysis of computerized register systems showed this method 

of control is valid and should be analyzed in future research projects of this nature. A 

possible reason the computerized register system proved to be so beneficial in reducing 

employee alcohol beverage theft, is the rational of establishment organization. It is 

believed that establishments that implement computerized register systems are more 

organized, than those establishments that do not. This rational is derived from the fact 

that operating a computerized register system, requires a lot of tedious maintenance, and 

managers/owners that put that much work into a control system are believed to be more 

organized. 
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Study Limitations 

Every research project has some form of limitations, and this thesis is no 

exception to the mle. The following is a synopsis of some researcher observed 

limitations. 

Survey Questions 

It was found, throughout the research process, that some of the terminology used 

in the Employee Survey #1 might be confusing. One of the possible problems involves 

deciphering the difference between fiiends, acquaintances, and customers. This 

terminology was used in the following questions: 

• I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

• I give free alcoholic beverages to friends without authorization. 

• I give free beer to acquaintances without authorization. 

• I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization. 

• I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

• I give free alcoholic beverages to customers without authorization. 

The purpose of the questions, as noted in the methodology section, was to determine the 

association of employee theft to personal relationships. Employees might be flustered, 

with the notion that friends and acquaintances are also customers, in failing to make the 

connection that customers are a separate group; deemed to be patrons with whom the 

employees have absolutely no relationship. 
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Another area of terminology confusion might be interpreting the difference 

between beer and alcoholic beverages. Ironically, this confusion could be derived from 

the same group of questions outlined before: 

I give free beer to friends without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to friends without authorization. 

I give free beer to acquaintances wdthout authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to acquaintances without authorization. 

I give free beer to customers without authorization. 

I give free alcoholic beverages to customers without authorization. 

As stated by one test subject, in a humorous connotation, "the word beer can also be 

categorized as an alcoholic beverage." The phrase humorous connotation is used to 

describe the test subject's remark, because he knew that the phrase "alcoholic beverages" 

was implied to mean a potable liquid containing 50% or more ethyl alcohol (as defined 

under federal law). It is believed he was only trying to make a joke. In this instance the 

word "liquor" might be used in the place of "alcoholic" making the phrase "liquor 

beverages," in hopes of limiting the possible confiision. Another possible solution is to 

implement definitions of these terms into the survey. 

Sample Size and Geographical Area 

Given that the study was conducted in one specific area, and the samples included 

a small number of establishments that used an automatic beer/liquor pouring system, the 
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findings cannot be generalized. Further studies should be performed in other areas and 

should try to include more establishments where an automatic pouring system is used. 
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APPENDIX A 

PERSUASION SCRIPTS 
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Manager Persuasion 

The following hypothetical script was developed to describe the tactical approach 

used to persuade the managers to participate in the survey. The italic words are things the 

surveyor should keep in mind: 

Remember to smile 

Interviewer - "Hello, my name is Bobby Quintero and I am a graduate student at 

Texas Tech University in RHIM (Restaurant, Hotel, and Institutional 

Management). I am doing research for my master's thesis on alcohol beverage 

theft in restaurants and bars, and was wondering if I could have a minute of your 

time?" 

Manager/Owner - "You can have one minute of my time starting now... I am very 

busy" 

Do not lose composure, and keep smiling 

Interviewer - "Of course, I understand... This will not take very long. As I said 

before, am doing my thesis on alcohol beverage theft in order to gain a better 

understanding of employee theft and why it occurs. I also hope to gather 

information about some alcohol control measures and to determine the overall 

efficiency that these measures have in preventing employee deviance. 

Manager/Owner - "Sounds interesting... What do you need from me?" 

Interviewer - "What I need is your permission to perform a survey within this 
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establishment, in which your employees will be the test subjects'̂  I would like to 

point out that their responses would be held in the strictest of confidence as will 

any information you are willing to indulge 

Manager/Owner - "What sort of information?" 

At this time the managerial survey and consent form should be presented 

Interviewer - "This is the information I need from you!" 

Give him her a few seconds to look over the survey and form 

Interviewer - "I understand that some of that details might be confidential, but any 

information you can give about your establishments operational procedures would 

be greatiy appreciated!" 

Manager/Owner - "I guess I can help you out... give me minute" 

At this time laugh to yourself, and keep smiling, because you have already been talking to 

this person for over a minute (which is all that he she promised in the first place), and 

they are willing to give you more time. At this point you know the sell is going 

good... now be a closer. 

Interviewer - "No problem... take as much time as you need, and if you have any 

questions do not hesitate to ask!" 

Give the manager owner as much time as her she needs to complete the survey and form. 

Do not interrupt or say anything at this time, as this might disturb his her thought 

process. 

Manager/Owner - "Well, here you go... I chose to not answer the last three 

because that is private information." 
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This is rather common, in that, the last three questions of the survey are very private 

issues about the establishment's alcohol pricing procedures. This section of the survey is 

not vital to the research it is just useful information, so do not worry about him her not 

responding. 

Interviewer - "Thank you very much, I greatly appreciate your participation." 

Manager/Owner - "You said you also need my employees to participate?" 

Interviewer - "Yes, when is a good time to come back and get their information'^" 

It is important to come back on a separate day to gather the employee's information. 

Because, if the employees see you come out of the managers office and asking them 

questions about their stealing practices they are less likely to be honest. 

Manager/Owner - "Anytime from 3:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. is good." 

Interviewer - "That is wonderful, and once again I really appreciate you participation" 
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Employee Persuasion 

The following hypothetical script was developed to describe the tactical approach 

used to persuade the employees to participate in the survey. The italic words are tilings 

the surveyor should keep in mind: 

It is important to relate to the employee on a personal level. Remember that taking this 

survey is not mandatory for their employment. If they choose to participate they are 

doing you a favor, make them feel appreciated. 

Interviewer - "How's it going" 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "Well it's going, what can I do for you" 

Interviewer - "My name is Bobby Quintero and I am doing some research for my 

master's thesis on alcohol beverage service, and I was wondering if you could 

help me out... It shouldn't take more then about 5 to 7 minutes." 

At this time present the employee survey and allow him her to look over it. 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "Man I have already taken a biology test today, do I really 

have to fill this thing out." 

Interviewer - "I know, I am not going to lie to you this survey is not going to be 

very fun. But, you would really be helping me out... I have distributed more of 

these then I can count, and still have several more to go... can you please help 

me?" 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "I guess" 

Interviewer - "Thank you very, very much" 
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Wait for the survey to be completed, while you are waiting look for other prospective test 

subjects. Excellent candidates are employees standing around or smoking cigarettes at 

the bar. If you see anyone like this in the establishments approach them and get them to 

fill out a survey. A good surveyor can get as many as 10 surveys completed in under an 

hour 

Bartender/Waiter #2 - "What is going on here?" 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "This guy is doing some sort of survey." 

Interviewer - "Something like that, it is for my master's thesis, would you like to 

participate?" 

Bartender/Waiter #2 - "I guess, how long will it take?" 

Interviewer - "About 5-7 minutes, I greatiy appreciate you helping me out." 

At this time give the employee a survey and once again silently wait until he she has 

completed the survey 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "Do I have to fill all this back page out!" 

Interviewer - "I am afraid so... that is the Job Satisfaction survey, and it is 

extremely vital to the research." 

Bartender/Waiter #2 - "Is my manager going to see these responses?" 

Interviewer - "Absolutely not... your responses will be held in the strictest of 

confidence." 

Bartender/Waiter #2 - "Do you promise?" 

Interviewer - "I give you my word!" 

Bartender/Waiter #1 - "Alright bud, I am done...is this all you need?" 
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Interviewer - "That is it, thanks a lot." 

At this time collect the survey and attach it to the managerial survey, so the information 

can be cross-referenced. 

Bartender/Waiter #2 - "I am done as well... is there anything else I can do for 

you?" 

Interviewer - "Nope that is it thank you very much!" 

Once again file the second employee's survey with the managerial survey, so the 

information can be cross-referenced. 

Interviewer - "Once again thanks for helping me out, and you guy's have a great 

day!" 
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Preventing Theft 

^" ^̂ ^ Restaurant Business periodical authors examine some common methods to 

deter employee theft. It is important managers/owners implement these procedures into 

their establishment: 

Lock the Back Door 

If the food cost is higher than projected, it could be because food is walking out of 

the back door. Some employees think that taking a steak, a few boxes of cereal or some 

flatware is just part of their compensation. If the back door is open, it is a temptation. 

The solution to this form of theft is to install a lock and safety escape bar that sounds an 

alarm when the door is open. If this is the receiving door, set up a keypad override to 

prevent the alarm from sounding when the door is open. It is important to change the 

code frequently and limit the number the staff members that have access to the code. 

Cash Control 

No food or drink should ever be served without first going through the POS (Point 

of Sale). It should be insisted that even complimentary beverages be mng through this 

computerized register system in order to ensure that the staff rings every drink served. 

When the ticket prints out from the computerized register system into the kitchen or bar, 

the production staff should only prepare those items on the ticket. 
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Video Surveillance 

This form of theft control is an automated recording system that enables the 

managers/ovmers to monitor bar operations. Video cameras mounted over the cash 

register, record all transactions ensuring employee honesty under a watchful eye 

(Durocher, 1998). 

Bartender Productivity 

In the review of Bar Management, Plockin (1999), formulated some devices to 

help determine bartender productivity through analyzing average drink sales per hour. 

The formulas are useful when reviewing how many drinks should be served per shift, as 

opposed to how many drinks are served per shift. The formulas are as follows: 

Bar productivity measures bartender sales per hour, and is computed by dividing the 

shift's gross sales by the number of hours any given bartender works. Tracking 

productivity consists of calculating the staffs average sales per hour figured on a weekly 

basis, as well as computing the daily sales per hour figures for each shift. Calculating the 

staffs productivity involves totaling the bar's gross sales, and dividing it by the total 

bartenders' payroll hours for the week. It is advisable to calculate the day shift's average 

sales per hour separately from the night staffs average. Because there is often a 

considerable difference between the two figures, calculating the days shift's productivity 

separately make the process more significant. The second aspect of productivity is 

tracking sales per hour for each shift during the week. An example of this philosophy is 

if two bartenders work on Thursday night: Jim works six hours and rings in sales of 
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$542.07, or $90.34 per hour. Adam, working 6.5 hours at the same bar on the same 

night, registers sales of $442.95, or $68.15 per hour. Keep a journal and track 

productivity for each shift on an on-going basis. After several weeks patterns will 

emerge, as will your sales leaders, and those who fall consistently short of the staff 

average (Plockin, 1999). 
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Key Terms 

Alcoholic Beverages - Potable liquid containing 1/2% or more of ethyl alcohol 

(definition under federal law). 

Bar Manager - Person in charge of all aspects of operation in a bar, or all aspects 

of beverage operation in a restaurant. 

Bartender - Person who mixes and serves drinks to bar customers and fills drink 

orders for servers. 

Beer - Fermented beverage made from malted grain (usually barley), water, hops, 

and yeast. 

Beverage Cost - Cost of spirits, wine, and beer for a given period. 

Beverage Cost Percentage - Beverage cost expressed as a percentage of sales 

(Cost/Sales = Cost Percentage); often called simply Bar Cost. 

Call Brand - Brand of liquor specified by customer ordering drink; brands 

frequently called for by name. 

Cash Register - Machine for recording and totaling sales. 

Control - Means of preventing, detecting, measuring, or eliminating waste, error 

and pilferage. 

Costing - Establishing the exact cost of a drink by figuring the cost of each 

ingredient in its recipe. 

Cost Percentage - (1) Cost expressed as a percent of sales. (2) As a control 

method, measurement of actual bar cost percentage based on physical inventory 

against standard bar cost percentage and past performance. 
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Count - Number of items in a container. 

CPU - Central processing unit for a computerized register system. 

Demographics - Statistical data on population of a given area, such as age, 

income, dme-out habits, lifestyle. 

Draft Beer - Unpasteurized beer drawn from a keg to glass. 

Drink Size - Amount of base ingredient used per drink. 

ECR - Electronic cash register; a computerized cash register. 

Ending Inventory - Dollar value of physical inventory at end of accounting 

period. 

Free-pour - To pour liquor for a drink without using a measure, estimating 

amounts by counting or other method. 

Gross operating profit - Sales less product costs and controllable operating 

expenses. 

Inventory - (1) Stock on hand at any given time. (2) To take inventory by 

counting each bottle on hand. 

Inventory Turnover Ratio - Purchases during a given period in relation to the 

ending inventory for the same period. 

Keg - Half-barrel of beer, containing 15 1/2 gallons. 

Net Profit - Sales less all expenses. 

One empty for one fiill - System for controlling losses by requiring an empty 

bottle to be turned in for each full bottle issued. 

80 



Perceived Value - Value of product/service in customer's eyes, whatever it is 

actually worth. 

Perpetual Inventory - Ongoing daily records of purchase and issue for each 

inventory item, compiled from invoices and issue slips. 

Physical Inventory - Bottle-by-bottle count of stock. 

POS - Point of sale register. POS system is a system in which a register functions 

as an input terminal for a central processing unit. 

Post-mix Soda System - System of dispensing carbonated beverages from a 

handgun by mixing carbon dioxide, water, and concentrated symp from bulk 

supplies. 

Potential Sales Value - Sales dollars a given bottle of liquor would eam if all 

contents were sold; a control tool for measuring losses when compared with 

actual sales. 

Pourer - Device fitting into the neck of a liquor bottle that reduces the flow of 

liquor to a concentrated speed or a preset amount. 

Preset - Key on a computerized cash register that is set to figure and record 

extensive information on a specific item sold. 

Purchase Order - Buyer's document specifying merchandise ordered. 

Standard Cost Percentage - Cost/sales ratio based on standardized drinks, 

providing a standard for measuring actual cost/sales ratio. 

Standardized Drink - Drink having standard ingredients in standard quantities, a 

stand portion size, a standard glass size, and a standard preparation procedure. 
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Tap - (1) Beer faucet. (2) To set up a keg of beer for bar use by connecting one 

line to a carbon dioxide tank and one line to the tap. 

ipped Employee - An employee who receives at least $30 per month in tips. 

Weighted Average - Method of figuring potential sales value of a bottle of liquor. 

Well - Supply of most-used liquors at a pouring station. 
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